
This is a repository copy of Reforming English Company Law to Promote Sustainable 
Companies.

White Rose Research Online URL for this paper:
http://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/89593/

Version: Accepted Version

Article:

Johnston, A. (2014) Reforming English Company Law to Promote Sustainable Companies.
European Company Law, 11 (2). 63 - 66. ISSN 1572-4999 

eprints@whiterose.ac.uk
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/

Reuse 

Unless indicated otherwise, fulltext items are protected by copyright with all rights reserved. The copyright 
exception in section 29 of the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act 1988 allows the making of a single copy 
solely for the purpose of non-commercial research or private study within the limits of fair dealing. The 
publisher or other rights-holder may allow further reproduction and re-use of this version - refer to the White 
Rose Research Online record for this item. Where records identify the publisher as the copyright holder, 
users can verify any specific terms of use on the publisher’s website. 

Takedown 

If you consider content in White Rose Research Online to be in breach of UK law, please notify us by 
emailing eprints@whiterose.ac.uk including the URL of the record and the reason for the withdrawal request. 

mailto:eprints@whiterose.ac.uk
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/


Reforming English Company Law to Promote Sustainable Companies 

Andrew Johnston, Professor of Company Law and Corporate Governance, School of Law, 

University of Sheffield 

 

Introduction 

This article sets out a suggested set of regulatory changes which would steer companies 

incorporated under English law to take greater account of the impact of their activities on the 

sustainability of the eco-system. However, it should be stated at the outset that, for a number of 

reasons, it is very unlikely that these changes will be implemented any time soon. Firstly, the long 

Company Law Review process which preceded the introduction of the Companies Act 2006 

demonstrated that policy-makers are convinced by the argument that the primary goal of company 

law is to ensure accountability of managers to shareholders. This conclusion is justified by neoliberal 

ideology, and any other goal, however desirable, will be rejected if it threatens to undermine this 

primary purpose.
1
 Secondly, policy-makers view English company law as a source of comparative 

advantage, with businesses from more regulatory jurisdictions keen to incorporate in England, at 

least in part because of its light touch, facilitative regime. Thirdly, all the main political parties would 

view as undesirable any change to company which calls into question shareholder primacy and so 

threatens the price of shares. Accordingly, if English company law is to be reformed to promote 

sustainable companies, the impetus would probably have to come from the European Union.  

 

Changes to Company Law 

Reform of Section 172 Companies Act 2006 

English company law is largely facilitative, which means that it would not be particularly difficult 

from a technical point of view to implement the necessary changes. Section 172 of the Companies 

Act 2006, which was introduced as part of the 2006 reforms, requires company directors to promote 

the success of the company for the benefit of its members as a whole, whilst taking account of a 

ŶƵŵďĞƌ ŽĨ ͚ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ͛ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕ ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ ͚ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƐequences of any decision in the long 

ƚĞƌŵ͛͘2
 This did not make major substantive changes to the previous common law position, which 

equated ƚŚĞ ͚ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ͛ with the shareholder interest, albeit that it was down to the 

directors to determine the time frame for, and riskiness of, shareholder returns. Essentially, 

directors have very broad latitude to take business decisions, provided they can articulate a vaguely 

credible argument that any decision would be likely to produce shareholder returns in the future. 

                                                           
1
 “Ž ĨŽƌ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ Ă ͚ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂů ŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇ͛ ŽĨ ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ CŽŵƉĂŶǇ LĂǁ ‘ĞǀŝĞǁ ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶ ͚ƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇ 

ŽƉƉŽƐĞĚ͛ ĂůůŽǁŝŶŐ ĚŝƌĞĐƚŽƌƐ ƚŽ ŐŝǀĞ ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚer interests priority over shareholders because this would impose 

ĂŶ ͚ƵŶĐŽŶƚƌŽůůĞĚ͛ ͚ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝǀĞ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ ƌŽůĞ͛ ŽŶ ĚŝƌĞĐƚŽƌƐ ŝŶ ͚ĂůůŽĐĂƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐ ĂŶĚ ďƵƌĚĞŶƐ ŽĨ 
ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ͛Ɛ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͛͘ “ĞĞ Modern Company Law: Developing the Framework (Company 

Law Review Steering Group, March 2000), 2.12. 
2
 Indeed the Government White Paper, Company Law Reform ;Cŵ ϲϰϱϲͿ͕ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ Ăƚ ϭϲ ƚŚĂƚ ͚ƚŚĞ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ 

ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ ŽĨ ŝƚƐ ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ͙ ĐĂŶ ŽŶůǇ ďĞ ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĚ ďǇ ƚĂŬŝŶŐ ĚƵĞ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ ŽĨ ůŽŶŐĞƌ ƚerm 

ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ ǁŝĚĞƌ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ͛. 



The business judgement rule which is implicit in English common law means that the courts do not 

police that discretion in a meaningful way, and there are no recent examples of judicial intervention. 

Since managerial discretion extends to both the riskiness of decisions and the time frame for 

shareholder returns, a decision will only be open to challenge if no reasonable director could have 

considered the decision capable of producing returns for shareholders. Whilst it would be possible 

to ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ ͚ƚŚĞ environmental ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ ŽĨ ĂŶǇ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ͛ ĂŵŽŶŐ ƚŚĞ ͚ƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌ͛ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕ 
ĂŶĚ ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ ĚĞƐŝƌĂďůĞ ŝŶ ƚĞƌŵƐ ŽĨ ĚƌĂǁŝŶŐ ĚŝƌĞĐƚŽƌƐ͛ ĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ŝƚƐ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ͕ it is not strictly 

necessary as the list contained in section 172 is non-exhaustive. In law, at least, directors of 

companies incorporated in England and Wales are already entitled to take account of environmental 

sustainability, provided they can articulate a business case for this (i.e., that it would promote the 

success of the company for the benefit of its members as a whole, whether in the short- or long-

term). The obstacle to directors using their discretion in this way is found not in law but in the 

broader corporate governance system, as discussed below. 

Reform beyond the business case 

The more difficult issue for company law is whether directors should be permitted to take account of 

sustainability where there is no business case for doing so. This issue has been little discussed, with 

the academic literature focused on diƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ͚ǁŝŶ-ǁŝŶ ƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽƐ͕͛ ͚ĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƐŚĂƌĞĚ ǀĂůƵĞ͛, and 

so on. Yet it seems likely that in many, if not most cases, making business operations more 

sustainable will not increase shareholder returns because, for the most part, customers, employees 

ĂŶĚ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ǁŚŽ ĂĨĨĞĐƚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ďŽƚƚŽŵ ůŝŶĞ ĚŽ ŶŽƚ ƚĂŬĞ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞŝƌ ďƵǇŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ 
selling decisions.

3
 Since this is a market failure which undermines a public good, namely the 

ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĞĂƌƚŚ͛Ɛ ĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵ͕ ƚŚĞŶ regulatory intervention can be justified in principle, 

provided its discounted benefits exceed its discounted costs.
4
 Leaving aside the difficult question of 

the appropriate rate of discount to apply,
5
 it is arguable that the costs of ecosystem collapse are of a 

different order and so are not comparable with the benefits to shareholders, employees and 

consumers of business as usual, because those costs would bring life to an end.
6
 If this argument is 

accepted, then greater creativity in the use of core company law tools will be required. Beate Sjåfjell 

has argued that a duty should be imposed on company directors to consider environmental 

sustainability alongside the interests of the company.
7
 Here, I will argue that company directors 

should be required to establish procedures to identify and internalise environmental and social 

ĞǆƚĞƌŶĂůŝƚŝĞƐ ĂƌŝƐŝŶŐ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ͛Ɛ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ĨƌŽŵ ŝƚƐ ƐƵƉƉůǇ ĐŚĂŝŶ͘ This duty would apply 

irrespective of whether the directors can articulate a business case for internalisation of the 

externality in question.  

                                                           
3
 D. Vogel, The Market for Virtue (Brookings Institution Press 2006), Chapter Three. 

4‘͘ CŽĂƐĞ͕ ͚TŚĞ PƌŽďůĞŵ ŽĨ “ŽĐŝĂů CŽƐƚ͛ ϯ Journal of Law and Economics 1. 
5
For a helpful discussion of this, see J͘ QƵŝŐŐŝŶ͕ ͚DŝƐĐŽƵŶƚ ‘ĂƚĞƐ ĂŶĚ “ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ͛ Ϯϰ IŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů JŽƵƌŶĂů ŽĨ 

Social Economics 65. 
6
See D͘ W͘ BƌŽŵůĞǇ͕ ͚EŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ‘ĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ PƌŽďůĞŵ ŽĨ “ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ͗ MŽǀŝŶŐ ďĞǇŽŶĚ ͞MĂƌŬĞƚ 

FĂŝůƵƌĞ͛͟ ;ϮϬϬϳͿ ϲϯ Ecological Economics 676 and A͘ VĂƚŶ ĂŶĚ D͘ W͘ BƌŽŵůĞǇ͕ ͚CŚŽŝĐĞƐ ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ PƌŝĐĞƐ ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ 
AƉŽůŽŐŝĞƐ͛ ;ϭϵϵϰͿ Ϯϲ Journal of Environmental Economics and Management 129. 
7
See B. Sjåfjell, ͚Towards a Sustainable Development: Internalising Externalities in Norwegian Company Law͛, 

International and Comparative Corporate Law Journal (2011) Volume 8, Issue 1, pp. 103-136, available at 

http://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=1712796;  Towards a Sustainable European Company Law (Kluwer 2009), 

105-110. 

http://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=1712796


The duty would be discharged by compliance with a two stage process. In the first stage, directors 

ǁŽƵůĚ ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚ ĚƵĞ ĚŝůŝŐĞŶĐĞ ŝŶƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƐŽĐŝĂů ĂŶĚ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ĐŽƐƚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ͛Ɛ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ͘ 
Where the incidence and extent of costs is controversial, directors would meet with groups of 

stakeholders who consider themselves affected, as well as with experts, in order to construct the 

facts about particular externalities.
8
 In the second stage, directors would identify appropriate ways 

of internalising the externalities identified in the first stage. This second stage might be left to 

managerial discretion, subject to an obligation to publish accounts detailing the facts about 

ĞǆƚĞƌŶĂůŝƚŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ͛Ɛ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞŵ͘ HŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕ some form of regulatory or 

stakeholder oversight of decisions about internalisation might make this process more effective.
9
 

Initially this approach would only apply to companies above a certain size. Larger companies with 

dispersed shareholders are less likely than smaller companies to be constrained by social norms in 

the places where their decisions produce effects.
10

 They are also more likely to have significant 

operations and contractual relationships which cross national boundaries. This regulatory scheme 

offers a number of advantages. The law does not have to identify particular stakeholders, 

externalities or solutions in advance, allowing it to cope with the complexities of modern, 

transnationally integrated systems of production. Moreover, by operating at the level of company 

decision-making, the scheme would be able to deal with transnational externalities which currently 

lie beyond the scope of traditional regulation. Finally, fears of managerial unaccountability can be 

dismissed. Just as the business judgement rule does not lead to unaccountability because discretion 

is exercised within a governance structure, accountability can be ensured under this proposal by 

those concerned assessing whether companies internalise the externalities they identify. 

This approach finds echoes in the European Commission͛Ɛ ƌĞĐĞŶƚ ƌĞƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ its approach to 

corporate social responsibility.
11

 However, the argument being made here, namely that social costs 

cannot be left to market pressure and concerns for reputation, and that companies should be 

required by law to identify and take responsibility for them contradicts mainstream assumptions 

about the function of company law. The generally accepted view in Anglo-American company law 

scholarship is that company law should focus on ƚŚĞ ͚agency͛ relationship between directors and 

shareholders (and, occasionally creditors), whilst specific regulation should be introduced externally 

to prevent social and environmental cost,
12

 at least where bargaining can be shown to be unfeasible. 

                                                           
8
 This proposal draws on the work of French sociologist Michel Callon ŽŶ ͚ŚǇďƌŝĚ ĨŽƌĂ͕͛ ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐƐ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ 

affected groups and experts in which facts about externalities are produced through temporary consensus, 

even in the face of scientific uncertainty: see for example M͘ CĂůůŽŶ͕ ͚AŶ EƐƐĂǇ ŽŶ FƌĂŵŝŶŐ ĂŶd Overflowing: 

EĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ EǆƚĞƌŶĂůŝƚŝĞƐ ‘ĞǀŝƐŝƚĞĚ ďǇ “ŽĐŝŽůŽŐǇ͛ ŝŶ M͘ CĂůůŽŶ ;ĞĚͿ͕ The Laws of the Markets (OUP 1998). For a 

ŵŽƌĞ ĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚ ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶ͕ ƐĞĞ A͘ JŽŚŶƐƚŽŶ͕ ͚GŽǀĞƌŶŝŶŐ EǆƚĞƌŶĂůŝƚŝĞƐ͗ TŚĞ PŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ŽĨ ‘ĞĨůĞǆŝǀĞ CŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞ “ŽĐŝĂů 
‘ĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ͕͛ CĞntre for Business Research, University of Cambridge, Working Paper No. 436; and A. 

Johnston, ͚FĂĐŝŶŐ ƵƉ ƚŽ “ŽĐŝĂů CŽƐƚ͗ TŚĞ ‘ĞĂů MĞĂŶŝŶŐ ŽĨ CŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞ “ŽĐŝĂů ‘ĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ͛ ;ϮϬϭϭͿ ϮϬ;ϭͿ GƌŝĨĨŝƚŚ 
Law Review 221. See also B. Sjåfjell͕ ͚Internalizing Externalities in EU law: Why Neither Corporate Governance 

Nor Corporate Social Responsibility Provides the Answers͛, (2010) 40(4) George Washington International Law 

Review 977 (available at http://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=1139584). 
9
 “ĞĞ ĨŽƌ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ BĂǀŽƐŽ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶƚribution in this issue. 

10
 “ĞĞ ĨŽƌ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ƚŚĞ ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ͚CŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ CŽŶƚƌŽů GĂƉ͛ ŝŶ MĂƌĐĐƵƐ ĂŶĚ PĂƌƚŶĞƌƐ͛ ‘ĞƉŽƌƚ ƉƌĞƉĂƌĞĚ 

for the European Commission entitled The Takeover Bids Directive Assessment Report at 79-80. 
11

 See European Commission, A Renewed EU strategy 2011-14 for Corporate Social Responsibility (COM(2011) 

681 final, 25.10.2011. 
12

 For a more detailed account of this argument, see M. Moore, Corporate Governance in the Shadow of the 

State (Hart 2013), 64. According to this logic, environmental protection should be achieved through rules 



This flawed argument assumes that regulation is capable of solving any market failure, and then 

relies on that assumption to justify the narrow scope of company law. Yet modern legal scholarship 

is full of examples and explanations of regulatory failure. If regulation cannot effectively correct a 

market failure, whether because of transnational externalities, uncertainty or the complexity of 

production chains and their effects, then the narrow scope contended for company law cannot be 

justified so simply.
13

  Debunking this argument is an essential first step on the road to a broader 

system of company law which takes account of sustainability issues and social cost more generally. 

However, as the next section will show, company law reform alone will be insufficient to promote 

more sustainable corporate decision-making. 

 

Changes to Corporate Governance 

We saw above that English company law is mostly facilitative, and that directors already have 

discretion to take account of sustainability considerations, subject only to the very loose constraint 

of needing to make a plausible business case for doing so. In order to limit this discretion and 

͚ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚĂďŝůŝƚǇ͕͛ directors are currently given strong incentives to maximise short-term 

shareholder value. The result is that they do not exercise their legal discretion to take account of 

sustainability or externalities. The two main sources of these incentives are the system of takeover 

ƌĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ͚ŚŝŐŚ ƉŽǁĞƌĞĚ ŝŶĐĞŶƚŝǀĞƐ͛ ŽĨ ĞǆĞĐƵƚŝǀĞ ƉĂǇ, reform of which will now be 

discussed. 

Reform of takeover regulation 

Since 1968, takeover regulation in the UK has prohibited boards from taking measures that frustrate 

takeover bids, and that prohibition was subsequently included in the 2004 European Takeover 

Directive (albeit that it was made optional in order to achieve political agreement on the directive). 

The aim of the prohibition is to create a market for corporate control, in which a bidder can acquire 

control over a company by purchasing a majority of its shares, and replace incumbent managers 

with their own nominees. The effect is to incentivise managers to focus on keeping the share price 

high enough to deter would-be bidders. This is commonly justified on the basis that the share price 

reflects the creation of shareholder value, and assuming effective external regulation, also reflects 

the public good. However, as mentioned above, there are serious doubts about the possibility of 

designing conventional external regulation which will adequately protect environmental and social 

interests. Moreover, it is far from settled that the market for corporate control even increases 

aggregate shareholder wealth, given the losses suffered by shareholders in bidder corporations.
14

  

For the purposes of this short article, it suffices to note that the prohibition on frustrating action 

produces effects on corporate governance that extend far beyond the takeover context: it effectively 

truncates management͛Ɛ ĚŝƐĐƌĞƚŝŽŶ to take account of considerations such as sustainability, which 

                                                                                                                                                                                     

aimed at all economic actors, not only corporations, even if the vast majority of economic activity is carried on 

through corporations. 
13

 In fact it requires an argument that the benefits of narrow company law (in terms of managerial 

accountability to shareholders) exceed its costs (in terms of externalities). 
14

 See, for example, ‘͘ ‘Žůů͕ ͚TŚĞ HƵďƌŝƐ HǇƉŽƚŚĞƐŝƐ ŽĨ CŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞ TĂŬĞŽǀĞƌƐ͛ ;ϭϵϴϲͿ ϱϵ Journal of Business 197. 



will only be reflected in the share price in the long term, if at all, and forces them to focus on actions 

which will deliver increases in the share price in the short term, such as buybacks of shares. 

If the reforms proposed here are implemented, and managerial discretion is to function as a means 

to the end of greater sustainability, then it will be essential to remove the prohibition on frustrating 

action. As noted, the Takeover Directive permits individual Member States not to impose the 

prohibition, and some have taken this course of action. However, it seems very unlikely that the UK 

would take this option of its own accord.  

 

Reform of executive pay 

The other main barrier to directors using their discretion to take greater account of sustainability in 

their decision-making is the practice of executive pay. Executives are remunerated with stock 

options and other forms of variable pay which have the effect of aligning their interests with those 

of shareholders as expressed in the current share price. The justification for this is, once again, that 

increasing the share price can be equated with the public good, assuming that this is done within the 

law. Yet, regulation does not require sustainable economic activity, and it seems unlikely that it 

would be effective were it to try. Also, there is little reason to believe that the share price of 

companies reflects the long-term sustainability of company activities. However, most policy debates 

steer clear of these issues, casting the problem of executive pay as one of temporality; this is merely 

Ă ͚ĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚŝŶŐ ƉƌŽďůĞŵ͕͛ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ƐŝŵƉůǇ ŶĞĞĚ ƚŽ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇ ƚŚĞ right contract terms to achieve 

an acceptable alignment of executive self-interest with the long-term shareholder interest.
15

 

However, those contract terms have not yet been found, and there is little reason to believe that 

they will ever be found. In the meantime, corporate governance provides distinctly short-termist 

incentives, and sustainability remains excluded from decision-making.  

This short critique suggests that, if companies are going to take greater account of sustainability in 

their decision-making, executive pay needs to be regulated. It would be possible to prohibit stock 

options altogether, as the Commission canvassed in 2010.
16

 Alternatively, and perhaps more 

realistically, variable pay could be capped at the level of fixed pay, as has recently become law in 

relation to financial institutions,
17

 where short-term incentives contributed to the near-destruction 

of the financial system. Attempts to use soft law to encourage a longer-term approach to 

remuneration have failed; stock options need to be prohibited or capped before short-term 

incentives also result in the destruction of the eco-system. 

 

                                                           
15

 See for example Commission Recommendation on Remuneration Policies in the Financial Services Sector 

(2009/384/EC), which sƚĂƚĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƌĞŵƵŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ďĞ ŝŶ ůŝŶĞ ǁŝƚŚ ͚ůŽŶŐ-term interests of the 

ĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů ƵŶĚĞƌƚĂŬŝŶŐ͕ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞ ŐƌŽǁƚŚ ƉƌŽƐƉĞĐƚƐ͛ ;ƉĂƌĂ ϯ͘ϮͿ͕ ĂƐ ƚŚŽƵŐŚ Ă ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ ǁŝůů 
enable this contractual objective to be achieved. 
16

European Commission, Green Paper on Corporate Governance in Financial Institutions and Remuneration 

Policies (COM(2010) 284 final, 2.6.2010) at 18 
17
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Conclusion 

This short article has argued that there are serious ideological and political barriers to the notion 

that English company law should be used as a means of governing companies so that they take 

account of sustainability considerations. However, if reforms were to be introduced, they would be 

need both at the level of core company law and at the level of the broader corporate governance 

system. Ultimately, given the scientific consensus on the threat of climate change, it is hoped that 

this short article makes at least a minor contribution to the debate about how companies can be 

held responsible for the externalities their operations create. 

 


